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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the Appeal Brief filed 2 June 2006. 

2. Claims 7-9, 22-24, 32-51, and 53 are pending. Claims 7, 22, and 32 are 
independent claims. The rejection of claims under 35 (JSC 103 has been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 7-9, 22-24, 36, 45, and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

With respect to claims 1-9 and 22-24, the applicant claims, "updating the 
metadata and history of the multimedia object to include a node corresponding to the 
new unique identifier and a vector describing, via the metadata, the modification 
performed to arrive at the multimedia object corresponding to the new unique identifier 
(claim 7, lines 7-10; claim 22, lines 7-10)." It is unclear from the claim limitation if the 
vector is stored in the history or the metadata of the multimedia object. 

As per claim 36, the applicant claims, "storing the first and second unique 
identifiers in a database separate from the multimedia object and the modified 
multimedia object (claim 36, lines 1-2)." However, the applicant has previously claimed, 
"assigning a multimedia object a first unique identifier (claim 32, line 2)," and "assigning 
the modified multimedia object a second unique identifier (claim 32, lines 5-6)." It is 
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unclear how the first and second identifiers can be assigned to the multimedia object 
and the modified multimedia object but is stored separately. 

The term "recent history" in claims 45 and 47 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term "recent history" is not defined by the claim, the specification 
does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. It is not 
clearly defined how "recent" the history must be to be considered "recent history." 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 7-9 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Haeberli (US 7016869, filed 28 April 2000), and further in view of Bhukhanwala 
(US 5831617, patented 3 November 1998). 

As per independent claim 7, Haeberli discloses a method comprising: 
• Receiving a multimedia object having an associated unique identifier, metadata 
and history (column 3, lines 21-38: Here, an image is the multimedia object. 
Associated with the image are metadata and history, which include the current 
state of the image and past states of the image) 
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• Updating the metadata and history of the multimedia object to include a node 
corresponding to a change a vector describing, via the metadata, the 
modification performed to arrive at the multimedia object (column 3, lines 21-38; 
column 23, lines 1-30: Here, changing the color of a border is stored within the 
metadata and history. The record (vector) contains information indicating the 
attribute that was changed. The value of the attribute before the change, and the 
value of the attribute after the change) 
Haeberli fails to specifically disclose assigning a new unique identifier to a multimedia 
object responsive to the multimedia object being modified. However, Bhukhanwala 
discloses assigning a new unique identifier to multimedia objects responsive to the 
multimedia object being modified (column 5, lines 26-43: Here, when a file is saved, it 
does not overwrite the previous version of the file. Instead, a new version, which 
inherently has a unique identifier, is created). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
Bhukhanwala with Haeberli, since it would have allowed a user to quickly browse 
through the version history of a multimedia object (Bhukhanwala: column 2, line 57- 
column 3, line 6). 

As per dependent claim 8, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 7, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses storing the metadata and history (column 3, lines 21-38; column 23, lines 1- 
30). Bhukhanwala further discloses storing the associated unique identifier, the new 
unique identifier (column 2, lines 57- column 3, line 6; column 5, lines 26-43). It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Bhukhanwala with Haeberli, since it would have allowed a 
user to quickly browse through the version history of a multimedia object (Bhukhanwala: 
column 2, line 57- column 3, line 6). 

As per dependent claim 9, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 8, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
further discloses tracking the history of the multimedia object via the metadata and 
history (column 3, lines 21-38; column 23, lines 1-30). Bhukhanwala further discloses 
tracking the history via the associated unique identifier and the new unique identifier 
(column 2, line 57- column 3, line 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Bhukhanwala with 
Haeberli, since it would have allowed a user to quickly browse through the version 
history of a multimedia object (Bhukhanwala: column 2, line 57- column 3, line 6). 

As per claims 22-24, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially similar to 
those in claims 7-9 respectively. Claims 22-24 are similarly rejected under Haeberli and 
Bhukhanwala. 

As per independent claim 32, Haeberli discloses a method comprising: 

• Providing a multimedia object a history (column 3, lines 21-38: Here, an image is 
the multimedia object. Associated with the image are metadata and history, 
which include the current state of the image and past states of the image) 

• Updating the metadata and history of the multimedia object to include a node 
corresponding to a change a vector describing, via the metadata, the 
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modification performed to arrive at the multimedia object (column 3, lines 21-38; 
column 23, lines 1-30: Here, changing the color of a border is stored within the 
metadata and history. The record (vector) contains information indicating the 
attribute that was changed. The value of the attribute before the change, and the 
value of the attribute after the change) 
Haeberli fails to specifically disclose assigning a multimedia object a first unique 
identifier and assigning a new unique identifier to a multimedia object responsive to the 
multimedia object being modified. However, Bhukhanwala discloses assigning a unique 
identifier to a multimedia object, and assigning a new unique identifier to multimedia 
objects responsive to the multimedia object being modified (column 5, lines 26-43: 
Here, when a file is saved, it does not overwrite the previous version of the file. Instead, 
a new version, which inherently has a unique identifier, is created). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have 
combined Bhukhanwala with Haeberli, since it would have allowed a user to quickly 
browse through the version history of a multimedia object (Bhukhanwala: column 2, line 
57- column 3, line 6). 

As per dependent claim 33, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses associating metadata with the modified multimedia object (column 3, lines 21- 
38). 

As per dependent claim 34, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 33, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
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discloses wherein the metadata describes how the multimedia object differs from the 
modified multimedia object (column 23, lines 1-30). 

As per dependent claim 35, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 33, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses wherein the metadata describes the modification applied to the multimedia 
object to obtain the modified multimedia object (column 23, lines 1-30). 

As per dependent claim 36, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli fails 
to disclose storing the identifiers separately from the objects in a database system. 
However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that storing 
information separately can make data access more efficient, based upon a database 
design and improve information security. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to store information separately and thereby 
make data access more efficient and improve information security. 

As per dependent claim 37, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Bhukhanwala discloses assigning a unique identifier to a multimedia object, and 
assigning a new unique identifier to multimedia objects responsive to the multimedia 
object being modified (column 5, lines 26-43). By assigning the objects unique 
identifiers, the unique identifiers are associated with the objects. Therefore, the unique 
identifiers are inherently stored with the objects. 



Application/Control Number: 09/809,058 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2178 

As per dependent claim 38, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
further discloses an operating system (column 24, line 64- column 25, line 4). 

As per dependent claim 39, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
further discloses wherein updating the history includes creating a vector that describes 
the relationship between the multimedia objects and the associated multimedia object 
(column 23, lines 1-30). 

As per dependent claim 40, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 39, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses associating metadata with the vector, the metadata describing the 
modification applied to the multimedia object to obtain the modified multimedia object 
(column 23, lines 1-30). 

As per dependent claim 41, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitation 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli fails 
to specifically disclose that the multimedia object must be received prior to assigning the 
first unique identifier to the multimedia object. However, it was notoriously well known 
in the art at the time of the invention that having an object in memory allows 
determination of its attributes, which aid in providing it with an identifier. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to receive the 
multimedia object prior to assigning the first identifier, because it would allow 
determination of the object's attributes, which would aid in providing it with an identifier. 



Application/Control Number: 09/809,058 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2178 

As per dependent claim 42, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses wherein the multimedia object is an image (column 1 , lines 25-34). 

As per dependent claim 43, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 42, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses wherein the history represents evolution of the image (column 3, lines 21-38). 

As per dependent claim 44 Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses storing portions of the history with the modified multimedia object (column 3, 
lines 21-38). 

As per dependent claim 45, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 44, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses wherein only the recent history is stored with the modified multimedia object 
(column 23, lines 1-30). 

As per dependent claim 46 Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses transferring portions of the history with the modified multimedia object (column 
3, lines 21-38). 

As per dependent claim 47, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claims 46, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli 
discloses wherein only the recent history is transferred with the modified multimedia 
object (column 23, lines 1-30). 
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As per dependent claim 51, Haeberii and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberii 
further discloses associating the updated history with the modified multimedia object 
(column 23, lines 1-30). 

As per dependent claim 52, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 32. Claim 52 is similarly rejected. 

7. Claims 48-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated by 
Haeberii and Bhukhanwala, further in view of Hecht (US 5535322, filed 27 October 
1992). 

As per dependent claim 48, Haeberii and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberii fails 
to specifically disclose use of an API to retrieve and store multimedia objects. However, 
Hecht discloses an application program interface for other software to retrieve or store 
the multimedia object or the modified multimedia object, in the Abstract, lines 1-40, in 
that the invention is a workflow system that fits this description. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have 
combined Hecht with Haeberii, since it would have allowed a user to store and retrieve 
objects (Hecht: abstract). 

As per dependent claim 49, Haeberii, Bhukhanwala, and Hecht disclose the 
limitations similar to those in claim 48, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Bhukhanwala discloses associating the original object with the modified object (column 
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2, line 57- column 3, line 6). Hecht discloses the use of an application program 
interface (Abstract, lines 1-40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Hecht with Haeberli, 
since it would have allowed a user to interact with an operating system. 

8. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated by Haeberli and 
Bhukhanwala, further in view of Chan (US 5781635, filed 29 December 1995). 

As per dependent claim 50, Haeberli and Bhukhanwala disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Haeberli fails 
to specifically disclose generating the second unique identifier by one of hashing and 
cyclic redundancy checking of data representing the modified multimedia object. 
However, Chan discloses determining identifiers by using hashing in col. 2, lines 60-67. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to determine identifiers by using hashing because this is an accepted part of using 
digital signatures. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments, see Appeal Brief, filed 2 June 2006, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 7-9, 22-24, and 32-51 and 53 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Haeberli and 
Bhukhanwala, and further in view of Hecht and Chan. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Kyle R Stork 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2178 
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